Introduction
In early 2016, UK tabloid media (Shammas 2016) , broadsheet newspapers (The Guardian 2016), and mainstream news channels (BBC 2016b ) reported a story of a 10-year-old schoolboy being questioned by police based on a spelling mistake -he had written that he lived in a 'terrorist house' (rather than a 'terraced house'). The case, which was reported in reference to the Prevent Duty, was picked up by international media and reported across the globe in countries as diverse as Russia (RT 2016) , Israel (Ghert-Zand 2016) and New Zealand (news.com.au 2016).
The reports influenced UK civil groups in their assessments of the social impact of the Prevent Strategy. For instance, following this case, the Muslim Council of Britain suggested that Prevent views young people through 'the lens of security and [they] are being seen as potential terrorists rather than students' (BBC 2016b) . This example is illustrative of much of the reporting and negative perceptions of the Prevent Strategy, despite Lancashire Police clarifying that the visit to the child's house was a joint one made between the local police and social services, which took place because of a wider range of safeguarding concerns, and was not investigated as a terror incident (Barrett & Jamieson 2016; BBC 2016b) . regarding an isolated teenager, where concerns were raised regarding proximity to far right extremism. Practitioners had noted several worrying comments denigrating Muslims, including suggesting that 'all Muslims are terrorists'. The teenager had also made some comments regarding purchasing weapons and viewed online videos about explosives. To address these concerns, support around critical thinking Parker, Chapot and Davis, Feminist Dissent, (4), pp. was provided to the relevant teaching staff and advice around e-safety and general safety was provided to the family. An intervention provider engaged with the teenager to unpick and critically discuss some of the messaging the individual had encountered online. This intervention, typical of Prevent's focus on safeguarding, was not published in a single media, government or civil outlet. These two examples illustrate the nature of much of the analysis carried out in relation to the Prevent Strategy: i) legitimate challenges to the conceptual underpinnings of Prevent and its practical implementation are often intertwined with misreporting and misunderstanding, ii) analysts and reporters have little sight of Prevent's successes and, iii) individual incidents are taken as reflective of national delivery, with analysis frequently failing to reflect the nuances and variations within local work.
These issues, while more prominent amongst activists and popular media, are also apparent in much of the academic response to the Prevent Strategy, with researchers relying on often partial, or in some cases inaccurate, information. Unsurprisingly, framings of the Prevent Strategy as damaging to social relations in the UK are common. While some criticisms may have validity, discussions to date have often been one-sided and based on anecdotal information or single-case studies, in part because of the scarcity of primary data available to researchers. This article seeks to address this by contributing original primary data to provide an empirically rich analysis of the impact of the Prevent Strategy on social relations, with reference to women and girls where possible. The paper will summarise academic literature addressing the social impact of Prevent, highlighting two of the most consistent and prominent criticisms, and assess some of the assumptions they are based on. The article does not seek to suggest all criticism is invalid -like many strategies designed to address complex, social issues, Prevent is not flawless. The article is not a dogmatic defence of Prevent (although the Parker, Chapot and Davis, Feminist Dissent, (4), pp. authors accept that their perceptions are likely to be partly shaped by their roles), nor does it reject the potential for negative or unintended consequences to result from poorly designed or delivered efforts to prevent terrorism (Schmid 2013: 48; Sageman: 2016) . However, the authors aim to demonstrate that criticisms of Prevent are often oversimplified, neglecting to address the diversity of impact across the UK as well as the many positive impacts on social relations. As such, its intention is to add to and inform the debate about the social impacts of the Prevent Strategy.
Methodology
A search of multiple academic databases, including Scopus and Web of Science, was conducted across February to April 2017 to identify Englishlanguage peer-reviewed journal articles and books focused on the social impact of the Prevent Strategy. A small number of documents produced by independent think-tanks were also included, where they focused directly on the topic. A review of the documents allowed the authors to collate a catalogue of the primary criticisms and to draw out two of the most prominent to form the focus of this article. To ensure policy relevance, the article focuses on post-2011 criticisms, following the review and update of the Prevent Strategy that year (Henry 2016).
English and international media sources were used to illustrate the reach and frequency of these criticisms, but these sources did not influence the selection of the key critiques. To address the two primary criticisms of the Prevent Strategy's impact on social relations, with reference to women and girls, the authors drew on primary data collected by the Kensington team over the past five years of local authority Prevent delivery. The data includes information from the delivery of Prevent projects, safeguarding activities (e.g. Channel), and conversations with representatives of the community and wider public sector partners. The
Parker, Chapot and Davis, Feminist Dissent, (4), pp. approach employed in the two boroughs towards Prevent delivery is known as the 'Kensington Model' (Parker & Davis 2017) . While there are several criticisms that the article could have focused on, it is limited to two in order to allow space for in-depth analysis and presentation of new data -areas where many studies of Prevent are lacking.
Through the literature review and access to primary data, the authors identify instances where the criticisms are either factually incorrect, excessively sweeping through their neglect of local variances, or ignore (or, more likely, were unaware of) the positive social impacts of the strategy. The Kensington team aspires to be as transparent as possible (Patel 2016; Parker & Davis 2017) but the importance of preserving the right to anonymity of individuals involved in Prevent projects and safeguarding means that information provided by the Kensington team is not referenced, other than to explain here that it is drawn from secure, local authority information that is overseen by a robust management and governance structure. The data presented is the limit of what can be shared within the confines of the Data Protection Act 1998 and no further information will be shared on individual cases referred to in this paper.
The authors recognise that several of the terms used throughout the article are debated both theoretically and politically in relation to counter-terrorism, particularly 'radicalisation', 'extremism', and 'vulnerable'. For instance, there are a range of scholarly models used to explain or analyse radicalisation (King & Taylor 2011; McCauley & Moskalenko 2008; Dalgaard-Nielsen 2010) , debates about the most appropriate level of analysis (Sageman 2004 ), a wide range of proposed definitions (Schmid 2013) , and competing positions over whether the focus should be on cognitive or behavioural aspects (Neumann 2013 Some scholars even contest the utility of the term, arguing that its (usually) cognitive focus often has little connection to actual terrorism (Borum 2011) or is used instrumentally by governments or the media (Hoskins & O'Loughlin 2009) . However, to ensure consistency within this special edition, this article accepts the definitions of these three terms as provided by the Prevent Strategy (HM Government 2011).
Literature Review
As Henry (2016) in causing terrorism 'legitimizes the erosion of civil rights and fosters social divisions' (Kundnani, 2015: 8) . Stanford and Ahmed (2016: 42) suggest that restriction of free speech could leave families reluctant to discuss issues at home which would impinge upon their right to respect for family life, while monitoring of students' online use would undermine privacy rights. As will be outlined below, this theme extends to reviews of the strategy's impact on freedom of debate and dissent across a range of groups in society (Ramsay 2017) and broader social impacts, such as the potential for the strategy to undermine freedom of expression within academia (Durodie 2016; O'Donnell 2016) and to 'go against the essential nature of higher education ' (Kyriacou et al. 2017) . This attention on the implications of Prevent to public sector professionals is increasingly prominent, focusing not only on schools and universities, but also on the potential impacts on social workers and health professionals, with concerns around the securitisation of their work and undermining issues of confidentiality, trust, and care (Summerfield, 2016; McKendrick & Finch, 2017 ).
As will be detailed, emphasis on the securitisation of Muslim communities is the primary criticism that has remained prominent across assessments of both versions of the Prevent Strategy, with some scholars arguing that, despite a more theoretical distinction, the strategy has been impossible to disaggregate in this way in practical delivery, thus creating Muslims as an 'other' and undermining cohesion work (Thomas, 2014; Awan, 2012) . Other works expand on this theme with Thomas (2015) , for instance, arguing that resources put towards a 'securitised' Prevent policy could have been more productively spent on nonsecuritised efforts to promote good community cohesion. Perhaps the most critical line of assessment found amongst both pre and post-2011 articles is that activities delivered under the Prevent Strategy are counter-productive and could fuel, rather than prevent, extremism
Parker, Chapot and Davis, Feminist Dissent, (4), pp. 160-193 (Stevens, 2009; Kundnani, 2015) . The following sections will address the two most prominent and pervasive criticisms in the academic literature, seeking to add nuance to their framings and to introduce wider understanding of Prevent's social impact, including positive impacts.
Critique 1: Securitisation of Muslim Communities
One of the most common critiques of Prevent is that the strategy securitises Muslim communities, suggesting that it targets Muslims, rendering Muslim communities a suspect 'other' (Awan 2016 (Awan : 1166 . This argument is common in mainstream media and some educational unions.
Dr Fahid Qurashi goes as far as to argue that Prevent 'gives people permission to hate Muslims' (Qurashi, 2016) 1168 & 1170). Ragazzi adds nuance to the idea of a 'suspect community', contending that Prevent contributes to 'policed multiculturalism', whereby some community members are considered to be 'risky' (Ragazzi 2016: 14) . Elshimi (2017) similarly argues that Prevent has entrenched the notion of a problematic Muslim identity, while Ramsay posits that Prevent 'is in practice targeting coercion at Muslim students ' (2017: 1762) . Other assessments argue that Prevent's consideration of far right extremism is not given appropriate levels of focus (Bentley 2015) , or that Prevent's focus is narrowly targeting Daesh/al Qaeda-inspired extremism (Powell, 2016) . The Kensington team also offers schools activities to support students through commissioned third-party organisations and its Prevent Education Officer. Engagements can be delivered to whole assemblies, specific year groups or single classes. The approach is broader than discussing issues relating to extremism alone, particularly with younger audiences, and instead seeks to foster greater resilience among students.
In the 2016/17 financial year, the Prevent Education Officer and thirdparty organisations engaged over 4,800 students in classroom workshops or assemblies. These sessions worked with students on issues including identity, stereotyping, propaganda, and the importance of critical thinking.
As noted, the Kensington team's training to local authority and school staff handles the issue of far right extremism and Daesh/al Qaeda- 
Critique 2: Repression of Debate and Dissent
A second prominent criticism is that the Prevent Strategy impacts on free speech by repressing debate and dissent. This criticism can be subdivided into two separate concerns. The first is that Prevent is -at least partiallyresponsible for the creation of an environment in which people are afraid to discuss certain topics. Several dynamics are often identified as contributing to this. Firstly, individuals may exercise self-censorship (Wolton 2017: 7; Ramsay, 2017) expressions of religious or political interest to be concerning and undertake well-intentioned but misguided referrals (Ragazzi 2016: 728) .
Additionally, concerns have been raised that, by distinguishing between a 'trusted' or 'moderate' group of Muslims and other Muslims, the strategy is silencing or 'regulating' the latter (Ragazzi 2016: 737-738; Aly 2013: 11) . Secondly, some researchers have argued that Prevent has pushed discussion of sensitive topics away from safe spaces. For example, it has been argued that Prevent undermines universities' ability to encourage robust challenge of unpalatable ideas (Durodie 2016; O'Donnell 2016: 62) . This has led critics to argue that Prevent has been counterproductive by creating an environment in which individuals 'feel angry, or have a sense of injustice but nowhere to engage in a democratic process and in a peaceful way' (Wolton 2017: 7) .
It is important to clarify the scope of these criticisms. 
Individuals are Afraid to Talk
Recognising that this study focuses only on two boroughs while some of the concerns raised may be national, locally there is nonetheless limited evidence of individuals being afraid to talk because of the work undertaken by the Kensington team. While there have been occasional instances in which concerns around individuals feeling afraid to talk have been noted by members of the team (including an instance documented in the media where a staff member was asked to close his laptop should it be acting as a recording device) (Patel, 2016) , this is not in keeping with the team's overall experience of community engagement. This is notably Looking at a national level, a 2017 report also found that school staff 'expressed fairly high levels of confidence with regards to implementing the Prevent duty' which is noted as being the result of a combination of factors including, amongst others, 'effective training' (Busher et al. 2017: 6) . While acknowledging anxieties with regards to the aforementioned concerns, the report also notes that it 'found relatively little support among respondents for the idea that the duty has led to a "chilling effect" on conversations with students in the classroom and beyond' (Busher et al. 2017: 6) and that the 'largest proportion of respondents (56%) expressed the view that the Prevent duty had not resulted in any change in the levels of trust between students and staff' (Busher et al. 
Conclusion
In conclusion, whilst not seeking to suggest that Prevent is a flawless strategy, this article has outlined that its social impacts are more diverse 
